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· Workplace Flexibility Proposal

· Another Healthcare Tax

· Corona Chamber Supports Clean and Reliable Energy Project
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· Meal Period Reform
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1. March  2008 LAC Minutes






ACTION
2. Governor’s Budget Stabilization Act 





ACTION

3. Legislative Report #3







ACTION
Announcements

Adjourn

CHAIR’S REPORT

Legislative Action Committee

April 15, 2008
Recent Communications
	

	March 20, 2008
Take Action! Submit Your Letter of Support on Workplace Flexibility Proposal
 
This proposal is important to you because it allows businesses to offer a flexible schedule in the workplace without having to pay overtime.

[image: image5.jpg]


The Corona Chamber urges your support of AB 2127, the Small Business Family Scheduling Option of 2008. This state legislative proposal would allow employees and employers flexibility in work schedules to help accommodate employees' diverse family obligations, personal pursuits, commuting issues and environmental concerns by allowing a small business to agree to provide scheduling options requested by an employee. 
 

Log on to www.coronachamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more on this issue.


	This is a web-based advocacy resource for the Corona business community and a 
value-added membership benefit of the Corona Chamber of Commerce.
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	March 26, 2008
Take Action! Submit Your Letter of Opposition on Another Healthcare Tax
 
This proposal is important to you because it is estimated that it would cost tens of billions of dollars to operate the health care system envisioned by this proposal. These costs would be financed through new health care taxes on consumers, employees and businesses in California.

SB 840 creates a new government run, multi-billion dollar socialized health care system built from a yet to be specified tax increase, and on false premises and failed attempts in past legislative sessions. California voters have twice rejected a government-run health care system – most recently in Proposition 72 in November 2004 and in another initiative in 1994. Focus groups and numerous opinion polls on health care reform have reinforced that California residents do not want a single payer government run system. 
 

Log on to www.coronachamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more on this issue.


	This is a web-based advocacy resource for the Corona business community and a 
value-added membership benefit of the Corona Chamber of Commerce.
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	April 1, 2008
Corona Chamber Supports Clean and Reliable Energy Project

The Corona Chamber of Commerce partnered with the Californians for Clean and Reliable Energy Coalition which supports the Sunrise Powerlink Project. The Sunrise Powerlink Project will help ensure that the business community and the region have reliable electric service. 
 

Log on to www.coronachamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more on this issue.


	This is a web-based advocacy resource for the Corona business community and a 
value-added membership benefit of the Corona Chamber of Commerce.


	[image: image3.png]PAction'Alert

~ Corona Chamber of Commerce






	April 2, 2008
Corona Chamber Continues Effort to Protect Workers Compensation Reforms
 
This issue is important to you because as California’s track record on workers’ compensation reforms shows, the greatest threat to stablized workers' compensation rates may be the courts. Attorneys have mounted legal challenges to virtually every aspect of the current reforms that are in place in an attempt to turn back the clock.

As California’s workers’ compensation system continues its historic transformation, employers need to remain vigilant in the legislative, regulatory and legal arenas to protect hard-fought reforms and ensure any future changes promote the reform goals of increased efficiency, less litigation and better outcomes for injured workers. The Corona Chamber has continued to fight against repealing any of the reforms that have allowed the workers compensation system to what it is today. 
 

Log on to www.coronachamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more on this issue.


	This is a web-based advocacy resource for the Corona business community and a 
value-added membership benefit of the Corona Chamber of Commerce.


	[image: image4.png]PAction'Alert

~ Corona Chamber of Commerce






	April 4, 2008
TAKE ACTION NOW! Submit Your Letter Supporting Meal Period Reform
 

This issue is important to you because it is a comprehensive solution that serves employers and employees across all industries regardless of size or union status, providing clarification so employees have the opportunity to take meal breaks, enter into on-duty meal period agreements in appropriate situations, and collectively bargain for meal periods.
 

SB 1539 will provide clarity and guidance for the compliance and enforcement of meal period laws. California’s employers and employees have attempted to comply with Labor Code section 512 since the statute was enacted in 1999. 
 

Labor Code section 512 simply states that a non-exempt employee may not work more than five hours in a workday without being provided with a 30-minute meal period. These provisions have been interpreted in various ways by state enforcement officials and the courts, contributing to significant confusion. 
 

This confusion has lead to costly litigation against California businesses that now may face closure due to exorbitant settlements. Meal period disputes are currently 40 percent of all California class-action lawsuits and approximately half of all employment-related lawsuits filed in California each year. 

Log on to www.coronachamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more on this issue.


	This is a web-based advocacy resource for the Corona business community and a 
value-added membership benefit of the Corona Chamber of Commerce.
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April 15, 2008

California Business Legislative Summit 

California Business Legislative Summit 

Tuesday, May 20, 2008 10:00 am - Wednesday, May 21, 2008 9:00 am 

Sacramento Convention Center

1400 J Street

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 Map and Directions 

Please join us for the 21st Annual California Business Legislative Summit featuring George Stephanopoulos, chief Washington correspondent for ABC News and former senior adviser to President Bill Clinton.   

This day-long event will give you tools to take back to your local area and make a difference.  The summit is your opportunity to stay on top of issues that affect every business in the state.  

Summit attendees also have the opportunity to attend an exclusive event, the Sacramento Host Breakfast, following the Summit on Wednesday, May 21.  Featured speakers at the breakfast will be Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger and CalChamber Board Chair Edwin A. Guiles. 

Join us in May and take home the tools to keep your voice heard at the state level!

SUMMIT EVENT SCHEDULE

Tuesday, May 20, 2008 

9:00 a.m. - Registration Opens (Convention Center – Ballroom Lobby)

10:00 a.m. - Summit Opening

                    CalChamber President Allan Zaremberg

                    CalChamber Priorities

                    Introduction of the CalChamber Policy Advocates

10:30 a.m. - Discussion of Key Issues with Noted Experts

11:15 a..m. -Discussion of Key Issues with Noted Experts

12:00 p.m. - Break

12:15 p.m. - Summit Luncheon

12:45 p.m. - Introduction of Legislators and Special Guests

                    Small Business Advocate of the Year Awards

                    Advocacy Chamber(s) of the Year

                    HR Partner of the Year

1:15 p.m. - Special Guest Speaker- George Stephanopoulos, ABC News

2:00 p.m. - Time to Visit Your Legislator

5:30 p.m. –7:00 p.m. - Sacramento Host Reception (Optional)

                                    Sutter Club, 1220 Ninth Street, Sacramento 

POST-SUMMIT EVENTS

Wednesday, May 21, 2008

6:30 a.m. - Registration Opens (Convention Center Lobby)

7:30 a.m. -  Sacramento Host Breakfast: Address by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
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March 2008 LAC Minutes
Legislative Action COMMITTEE
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8:00am
MINUTES

Presiding:

Cynthia Schneider, Chair

2008 Strategic Initiatives
Healthcare Reform | Stimulating The Local Economy

Employee-Employer Issues | Transportation Infrastructure Improvements

Call to Order and Roll Call

Chair Schneider called the meeting to order at 9:05am

	Chair
	Cynthia Schneider
	American Security Bank
	X

	
	Chris Miller
	Chris Miller Mortuary
	X

	
	Alex Braicovich
	Waste Management
	X

	
	Dick Campbell
	RC Product Development
	

	
	Frank Emerson
	Dos Lagos
	X

	
	Sandy Klein
	Re/Max All Stars
	X

	
	Chad Miller
	Plas-Tech Sealing Tech
	X

	
	Ann Poloko
	Financial Investors Group
	

	
	Javier Vasquez
	Miguel’s Restaurants
	X

	
	CC Vest
	Midpoint Bearing
	X

	
	Ken Rivers
	Corona Regional Medical
	X

	
	Sue Wakefield
	ASJ Industrial Hose and Fittings
	X

	Chamber President
	Bobby Spiegel
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X

	Chamber 
	Shaun Lumachi
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X


Chair’s Report

· Action Alert Communication                                                                                          DISCUSSION


Recent Communications:

· Action Alert Sent February 22, 2008

· Corona Chamber Supports Redistricting Reform Concept

· Corona Chamber Defeats Mandated Healthcare Tax

· Chamber Championed Indian Gaming Propositions Boost Corona Economy

· Quarterly Luncheon - Cynthia Schneider’s Talking Points

President & CEO’s Report

· California Business Legislative Summit – May 20 – 21, 2008

Local, State, Federal Legislative Staff Updates

New Business

4. February 2008 LAC Minutes






ACTION

Approved unanimously
5. RCTC HOT Lane Program and Legislation                                                                        ACTION

The LAC discussed this program and legislation in depth with Anne Mayer, RCTC Executive Director. The LAC decided to confer with the city of Corona on this issue. The full LAC will be briefed on this issue after the city is consulted with and a position will be determined at that time.
                 

6. Gas Company Energy Efficiency Program                                                                        ACTION

The Gas Company provided the LAC with a detailed overview of the Energy Efficiency Program. The LAC voted unanimously to support the program and to promote it within the Corona business community.

7. Sunrise Powerlink Project: Californians for Clean and Reliable Energy Coalition   ACTION

The Gas Company provided the LAC with a detailed overview of the Sunrise Powerlink Project and voted 
unanimously to support the project.
8. Legislative Report #2                                                                                                                          ACTION
The LAC voted unanimously to oppose SB 840 and support AB 2127.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 2
Legislative Action Committee

April 15, 2008
Governor’s Budget Stabilization Act
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
Larry Grable

Director, Riverside Field Office
Office of Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger

Recommended Positions: 

The Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee recommends reviewing the Governor’s revised budget in early May regarding the impact on state funded local programs.
The Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee recommends supporting the Governor’s proposed Budget Stabilization Act.

Summary

1. In early March 2008, the Corona Chamber was contacted by the Inland Empire Adult Day Health Care Center regarding the impact to their state funding proposed by the Governor in his January 2008 budget.

2. The Governor’s budget proposal in January 2008 included a 10 percent reduction to nearly all General Fund departments and programs, boards, commissions and elected offices, except in cases where such a reduction is unconstitutional.

3. A clearer impact analysis to the Health Care Center and other state funded services within our region should be considered by the Chamber after the revised budget is presented in early May.

4. In the meantime, the Chamber should consider a position on the Governor’s Budget Stabilization Act.

5. This Act will establish a Revenue Stabilization Fund (RSF), which is simply a savings account for excess revenues taken in by the state each year.

Background

6.  “Excess revenues” are defined as state tax revenues above a reasonable, long-term average rate of growth. The state Department of Finance will calculate and release this revenue projection two times each year: in January and May.

7. This amendment will require that the state deposit excess revenues into the RSF. 

8. The RSF will make these savings automatic—thus ensuring that California does not again fall into the trap of spending all its revenues in prosperous times.

9. In years when tax revenues are below average and California cannot meet its spending obligations, the state will transfer the difference from the RSF into the General Fund.

10. Transfers will only take place when revenue grows at a rate below the long-term average.

11. The state cannot transfer funds just to avoid deficits.

12. The Budget Stabilization Act will allow California to reduce spending when necessary. Right now, California doesn’t have this flexibility. Once the Governor signs the budget, spending is locked in unless the Governor declares a fiscal state of emergency and calls a special session.

13. Under this Act, automatic reductions in state spending will be triggered by the Governor if the Department of Finance predicts a year-end budget deficit.

14. The Department of Finance will calculate and release this projection three times each year: in November, January and June.

15. If a deficit is predicted, state agencies must reduce their spending by either two percent or five percent, depending on the deficit’s projected size.

16. If the deficit is projected at one percent or less, agencies will reduce spending by two percent.

17. If the deficit is projected at greater than one percent, agencies will reduce spending by five percent.

18. This amendment requires that the legislature enact a statute specifying how the state will reduce spending by two and five percent to meet Budget Stabilization Act requirements as soon as a deficit is projected.

19. If the legislature does not specify the reductions—or if their reductions are insufficient—the amendment allows the Governor to waive state law and regulations in order to achieve the savings needed to bring California's budget into balance. Debt service, contracts and other constitutionally-protected payments are exempt.

20. Proposition 98 funding could be impacted in some deficit years, but this will be determined by the laws passed by California's legislature.

21. The Budget Stabilization Act protects Proposition 98 from the kinds of unpredictable suspensions and cuts it has faced in the past, like those in 2004 and several times in the early 1990s.

22. Spending changes enacted by the Budget Stabilization Act remain in effect until a new budget or other statutory change is enacted by the legislature.

23. Tax increases, urgency measures and most General Fund appropriations will still have to be enacted by two thirds majorities in both houses of the legislature.

24. Governor Schwarzenegger campaigned and was elected on the promise of greater fiscal stability and and reforming workers’ compensation. The spending limit was not included in the final proposition package that went before California voters.

25. This amendment requires a vote of the people.

Arguments in Opposition

26. None at this time.
Opposing
None at this time.
Arguments in Support

27. California’s economy continues to grow, in spite of the current housing downturn, and the state continues to enjoy overall job growth.

28. California still faces a projected $14 billion budget gap that necessitates across-the-board-cuts.

29. California’s budget problem is chronic, and driven by two factors: The state historically spends all the money it takes in during years of high revenue growth, leading to unsustainable spending levels in the long run.

30. California has not slowed spending growth fast enough. Automatic formulas will increase spending in FY 2007-08 by 7.3 percent, unless we take action now. Each month California spends $600 million more than the state takes in.

31. The majority of spending in the budget is set on auto-pilot. Currently about 90 percent of the budget is tied up with contracts and statutory requirements.
Supporting 
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 3
Legislative Action Committee

April 15, 2008
Legislative Report #3
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
SB 1539 (Calderon) Meal Periods

Recommended Position


The Employee-Employer Issues Subcommittee recommends that the Corona Chamber support SB 1539.
Summary

1. SB 1539 would allow the following:

a. Employer shall provide an employee with one off-duty meal period after an employee has worked 5 hours per workday before the employee completes 6 hours of work.

b. If an employee works no more than 6 hours per workday, the employer and employee may agree to waive the employer’s duty of providing the employee with a meal period.

c. Employer shall provide an employee who works more than 10 hours per day in a workday with a second off-duty meal period.

d. If an employee works no more than 12 hours in a workday, the employer and employee may agree to waive the employer’s duty of providing the employee with either the first or the second meal period, but not both.

Background
2. Current law states that a non-exempt employee may not work more than five hours in a workday without being provided with a 30-minute meal period. 
3. These provisions have been interpreted in various ways by state enforcement officials and the courts, contributing to significant confusion.  
4. This confusion has lead to costly litigation against California businesses that now may face closure due to exorbitant settlements.  
5. Meal period disputes are currently 40 percent of all California class-action lawsuits and approximately half of all employment-related lawsuits filed in California each year. 
6. Current enforcement interpretation requires the following:

a. Employer must compel the worker to cease work during the meal period which requires the employer to police its workforce, watch the clock to ensure the meal period is taken at the prescribed time, for the entire time and without interruption. 

b. Employee may not voluntarily skip the meal period.

c. Employee may not take the meal period at another time.

d. Employee may not return early, leave late or do any work during the meal period.

e. Non-compliant, independent employee action with regards to their meal period creates a liability for the employer.

f. The conditions which permit an on-duty meal period are so rigidly interpreted that most workplaces which should appropriately permit on-duty meal periods do not qualify.

g. There is confusion over when the meal period should commence.

h. As a result of a recent court challenge, a collective bargaining agreement does not supersede the statute (Bearden v. Borax).
7. To avoid liability under these interpretations, some employers have had to discipline or discharge employees for not taking meal periods as directed.

Arguments in Opposition
None at this time.

Opposing
None at this time.

Arguments in Support
8. SB 1539 will provide clarity and guidance for the compliance and enforcement of meal period laws. 

9. This bill is a comprehensive solution that serves employers and employees across all industries regardless of size or union status, providing clarification so employees have the opportunity to take meal breaks, enter into on-duty meal period agreements in appropriate situations, and collectively bargain for meal periods.

10. Provides a comprehensive solution to compliance and enforcement of meal period laws that provides clarity and flexibility to employers and employees across all industries regardless of employer size or union status in California.
11. SB 1539 provides a comprehensive solution to provide employees with flexibility, clarify when an employer and employee can enter into an on-duty meal period agreement, and addresses collective bargaining agreements with respect to meal periods. 
Supporting
California Chamber of Commerce

California Manufacturers & Technology Association
AB 2383 (Ruskin) Social Security Numbers 


Recommended Position: 


The Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee recommends that the Corona Chamber oppose AB 2383.
Summary
1. Prohibits a retail business from soliciting, requiring, or using an individual’s social security number for any purpose unless that number is necessary for that business's normal course of business and there is a specific use for that number for which no other number may be used. 
2. Requires that a retail business meet certain requirements with respect to any requested social security number.

 Background
3. Requires the use of a point-of-sale (POS) device that encrypts the number before transmission.
4. A retail business or a landlord that solicits, requires, or uses an individual's social security number shall meet all of the following requirements with respect to any requested social security number: 


a. The manner of the request shall not require the speaking of that number. 

b. The requestor shall receive the number through a device that encrypts or secures the number on receipt. 

c. The number shall remain encrypted or secured in transmission and in any subsequent storage. 

d. The number shall not be retained any longer than is reasonably necessary for the purpose for which it was solicited. 


5. Defines "Landlord" to mean a person or entity that offers, or arranges for, the rental of dwelling units, as defined in subdivision (c) of Section 1940 of the Civil Code, when the entity offers, or arranges for, the rental of 16 or more dwelling units per year. 
6. Defines "Retail business" to mean an entity that is engaged in the business of selling, renting, or leasing goods to the public. A retail business does not include a supervised financial institution, as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (c) of Section 22154 of the Financial Code. A retail business does not include any individual, firm, company, association, organization, partnership limited liability company, or corporation engaged in the business of insurance that is licensed or regulated by the Department of Insurance. 


7. Defines "Social security number" to mean any consecutive portion of a social security number of three digits or more.

Arguments in Opposition
8. AB 2383 is so broadly written that it prohibits use of social security numbers in any transaction made over phones.

9. Calling in to check on a consumer account that uses the last four numbers of a social security number, as verification of the account holder over the telephone will be prohibited because phone lines do not encrypt the information.
10. Small independent retailers will be disadvantaged.  Most have service contracts with vendors for POS devices and software that allow them to accept credit and debit cards but not necessarily the ability to upgrade to a different system to accommodate the terms of this bill. 

11. Indeed it may require an entirely different system.  Furthermore, consumers may be adversely affected by the lack of instant credit currently available in many retail stores and kiosks because those stores do not possess encrypted POS devices.

Opposing

California Chamber of Commerce

Arguments in Support
12. The bill aims to protect individuals from unnecessary access to their social security number.

Supporting 
California Office of Privacy Protection
AB 2716 (Ma) Employment: Paid Sick Leave

Recommended Position


The Employee-Employer Issues Subcommittee recommends that the Corona Chamber oppose AB 2716.
Summary
1. Unreasonably expands employer`s costs and liability for a new protected and paid sick leave for employees.
2. AB 2716 mandates that all employers provide paid sick leave to an employee after seven days of work in a calendar year to care for their own illness, or to provide care to a sick child, spouse, domestic partner, other relative, or some other person that they designate.
3. The mandate would extend to all employers and all employees, as specified. There are no exceptions. 

Background
4. Most California employers participate in the California State Disability Insurance program (SDI), which is paid for through payroll deductions and provides temporary disability benefits for employees who are disabled by a non-work-related illness or injury. 
5. The employer is not required by law to offer paid sick leave to employees in addition to mandated SDI benefits. 
6. In fact, payment of sick leave may reduce the SDI benefits to which an individual is entitled. 
7. Many California employers provide paid sick leave and/or paid vacation time even though current law does not require it. 
8. Under current law, unlike vacation days, sick leave does not accrue nor vest. Therefore, any unused sick leave may be forfeited at the end of a designated period of time. 
9. AB 2716 proposes to require unused paid sick time to carry over from year to year. 

10. Furthermore, AB 2716 proposes to expand current law:
a. Requires employers to include on the itemized wage statement the paid sick leave accrued and used.

b. Requires employers to allow employees who have no spouse or registered domestic partner to designate another person as to whom employees may use paid sick leave to care for. There is no requirement for a familial relationship.  

c. Requires the Department of Industrial Relations to administer and enforce the bill’s provisions, including the promulgation of regulations, investigation of complaints, mitigation, and relief of violations of these requirements. 
d. The bill does not provide for state funding or appropriations for these requirements. At a time when the state budget is facing a huge deficit, it does not make sense to establish spending for enforcement of a new program that seeks to further depress our economy.

e. Establishes new sanctions and rights of action against employers related to this new paid protected leave. Under this bill, employers would be subjected to civil action in court and/or fines through the Department of Labor Standards Enforcement. California employers already operate under complex and punitive labor laws. Expanding leave opportunities for employees while creating new liabilities for employers would further exacerbate this problem by layering on additional cost pressures for businesses.

11. AB 2716 further expands employer liability by creating a rebuttable presumption of unlawful retaliation if an employer denies an employee’s use of sick leave, or takes any adverse employment action towards an employee that has filed a complaint or used their paid sick days. 
Arguments in Support
12. If enacted, AB 2716 would make California the first state in the nation to ensure paid sick days to all workers.

13. Nearly six million working Californians currently receive zero paid sick days through their employers. 

14. AB 2716 will allow workers to earn paid sick days, which they can use for personal illness, family medical issues and to recover from domestic violence or assault.

15. A recent poll conducted by UCLA professor Ruth Milkman shows overwhelming support by Californians from all walks of life for paid sick days legislation. A large majority – 88 percent – of California adults surveyed indicated that they “agreed” or “agreed strongly” that there should be a law guaranteeing paid sick days for all California workers.

16. In 2006, San Francisco voters passed Proposition F that provided all workers in the city with the ability to earn and use paid sick days. 

Supporting
California Labor Federation 

Arguments in Opposition
17. The ever-increasing burden of costly mandates on employers can cumulatively result in lower wages, reducing available health insurance, limiting training programs and - in the worst case scenario- job loss or reduced work hours. 
18. In an already troubled economy California should be seeking ways to stimulate job growth and avoid forcing costly mandates on employers.   
19. Increasing the number of circumstances under which an employee is entitled to leave would cause undue hardships for employers.  Employee absences are disruptive and interfere with production, necessitating reassignment of work and causing increased costs. 
Opposing
California Chamber of Commerce

SB 1240 (Kehoe): Air Pollution: Low-Carbon Fuel Standards 

Recommended Position

The Transportation Infrastructure Improvements Subcommittee recommends that the Corona Chamber oppose  SB 1240.
Summary

1. SB 1240 requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop, implement, and enforce a low-carbon fuel standard to reduce the carbon intensity of transportation fuels in California.

2. This bill requires on or before January 1, 2010 that ARB develops, implement, and enforce a low-carbon fuel standard (LCFS) that achieves the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective greenhouse gas emissions reductions, and at least a 10 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, in furtherance of the greenhouse gas emissions limit established in AB 32. 
3. The standard shall apply to all refiners, blenders, producers, and importers of transportation fuels in California. 

Background

4. In 2005, the Legislature passed AB 1007 (Pavley), which requires the California Energy Resources Conservation and  Development Commission (CEC), in partnership with ARB and other specified state agencies, to develop and adopt a state plan to increase the use of alternative transportation fuels not later than June 30, 2007. The CEC adopted this plan in December 2007. 

5. In 2006, the Legislature passed AB 32 (Nunez), to establish a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit such that by 2020 California reduces its greenhouse gas emissions to the level they were in 1990. Last year, ARB included implementing a low-carbon fuel standard as an early action measure in meeting the goals of AB 32. 

6. In January 2007, Governor Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-01-07 in which he ordered the establishment of a statewide goal of reducing the carbon intensity of California's transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020 and ordered ARB to establish a LCFS for the state. 

7. ARB is issuing the first draft of the LCFS regulation for public comment this month, and ARB staff that the ARB is on schedule to consider adoption of the low-carbon fuel standard in December 2008. 

Arguments in Support

8. This bill provides necessary and helpful legislative direction that will assist, and not impede, the implementation of the low carbon fuel standard and ensure that fuels meet important air quality, environmental, sustainability and environmental justice criteria.
9. The author introduced this bill to codify a low-carbon fuel standard rather than rely on an executive order. 
10. The LCFS requires additional oversight, guidelines, and authorization.  This bill makes the LCFS a statutory requirement and provides that it shall be implemented without weakening existing air quality laws and regulations. 
11. This bill also subjects the LCFS to periodic reviews to identify its significant environmental and other impacts. The bill requires ARB to adjust the LCFS to address the identified impacts. 

Supporting

American Lung Association 

Natural Resources Defense Council 

Arguments in Opposition

12. SB 1240 interferes with the development of a competitive alternative fuels market and threatens job creation in California by creating a costly Low Carbon Fuel Standard that conflicts with the existing standard created by Governor's Executive Order S-7-04.  

13. In order to meet increasing consumer demand, it is necessary that the fuels market is full of options and represents a mix of alternatives.  

14. However, unlike the Governor’s Executive Order, this bill would limit the fuel technology providers could use to meet the 10% reduction standard.    

15. Last year Governor Schwarzenegger signed into law the world’s most sweeping legislation to control global greenhouse gas emissions, Assembly Bill 32.  

16. This groundbreaking legislation establishes a process for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and requires the development of a comprehensive plan in a balanced and expeditious manner, including encouraging the use of alternative fuels.  

17. The California Air Resources Board has been tasked with the duty to explore and develop regulations to achieve the reductions required under AB 32.  This process is currently underway.  

18. SB 1240 (Kehoe) however, ignores this planning and prejudges the outcome of AB 32 and the Governor’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard as created in his Executive Order earlier this year. 


Opposing

California Chamber of Commerce

California Manufacturers and Technology Association
Current Positions

State Legislation

Bill

Author

Title





Position
AB X1 1
Nunez

Health Care Reform



Oppose 01/15/08
AB 1954
Jeffries

High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes


Support 03/07/08
AB 2127
Benoit

Small Business Family Scheduling Option 2008
Support 03/18/08
SB 840

Kuehl

Single-Payer Health Care Coverage


Oppose 03/18/08

SB 1316

Correa

Transportation Facilities: Tolls: Orange & Riverside
Support 03/07/08
